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MEMO TO PANEL
HUNTER AND CENTRAL COAST REGIONAL PLANNING PANEL 



	PANEL REFERENCE & DA NUMBER
	PPSHCC-329 – DA/1424/2024 

	PROPOSAL 
	Construction and Operation of Greenhouse

	ADDRESS
	Lot 141 DP 755246 (1419 Peats Ridge Road, PEATS RIDGE)

	APPLICANT
	PMANDO Holdings Pty Ltd

	OWNER
	Diverse Agri Investments Pty Ltd

	DA LODGEMENT DATE
	2 October 2024

	APPLICATION TYPE 
	DA (Nominated Integrated)

	REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT CRITERIA
	Clause 2, Schedule 6 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Planning Systems) 2021 : General development over $30 million 

	CIV
	$51,895,380

	RECOMMENDATION
	Refusal

	SCHEDULED MEETING DATE
	24 March 2026

	PREPARED BY
	Katrina O’Malley – Development Planner

	DATE OF REPORT
	17 March 2026



SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

This memo is to supplement the Officer’s report to the Regional Planning Panel (RPP) which was deferred 16 December 2025. 
Timeline of events
	Date
	Event

	16 December 2025
	Application deferred by Regional Planning Panel. 

	23 December 2025
	Applicant to provide in writing confirmation if application is to be amended. 

No written confirmation or any other advice was received from the applicant confirming the application would be amended. 

	31 January 2026
	Formal request to amend the application is to be uploaded to the Planning Portal along with any updated information.

No formal request to amend the application or additional information was uploaded to the Planning Portal by this date. 

	3 February 2026
	Applicant was followed up regarding the meeting deferral. 

The applicant advised that they were under the impression a separate request for further information from Council would be provided in addition to the meeting deferral. When advised that no further request for information would be provided the Applicant advised that additional information would be provided by the end of February.

	18 February 2026
	Meeting undertaken with applicant to provide an opportunity to discuss items to be addressed within deferral. 

During the meeting the applicant indicated that the fill pad could be potentially reduced in height by approximately 1 to 3metres. While not concept, plans were available for review Council is of the opinion that a reduction in height in the order of 1 to 3 metres would not be significant and not likely to result in a meaningful reduction in the overall impacts of the development. The applicant identified a difficulty in providing details of a fill source and by extension the traffic and transport details without first having a consent which would allow for contracts or the like to be entered into. 

Following the meeting the applicant was to provide an update on the submission of any additional information and any timings for the additional information. 

	23 February 2026
	The applicant advised the following:

given the uncertainty on what is expected from the client in respect of the reduction in fill to meet the concerns of Council and the Planning Panel, it is considered appropriate that the matter be determined in its current form. I do request that the information provided to the Panel prior to xmas be considered in the determination of the application.



The additional information submitted by the applicant during the December RPP meeting has been reviewed and the application is considered to be deficient in terms of information required to adequately assess the application. A summary of the deficiencies is included below.  

 Roads, Access, Traffic and Parking
The application does not address the vehicle movements required during construction. With an estimated 500,000m3 of fill to be transported to the site, this could equate to approximately 25,000 truck movements to the site to deliver fill and 25,000 truck movements of empty vehicles leaving the site. Trucks that contain “contaminated fill” that will not be accepted by the development would be additional truck movements. The following issues remain outstanding related to the road, access, traffic and parking considerations: 

· With no source of fill identified, 
· Vehicle haulage routes are unknown 
· No confirmed vehicle impact assessment including vehicle movements during construction as the routes taken to the site are not known. 
· The impact of these truck movements on the road network during construction cannot be assessed.
· The requirement for any road or intersection upgrade works based on these vehicle movements is not known. 

· The impact of dust and noise from truck movements during construction on local residents and local businesses is not known. 

· The access road along the northern boundary will need to be upgraded and/or constructed to satisfy the requirements of Table 7.4 a of NSW RFS Planning for Bushfire Protection 2019 and as included in the referral comments from NSW RFS for the full length of the road, from the vehicle access crossing at Peats Ridge Road to the rear of the proposed greenhouse.

· The sections provided across the site of the fill pad in the civil engineering drawings do not include the access road along any of the greenhouse boundaries.

· There is a requirement for suitable access for a Category 1 fire appliance to within 4 metres of the static water supply where no reticulated supply is available. This is not possible with this proposed development footprint.

· A “safety railing” is shown on the architectural plans (Drawing number A302) with no details of what this safety railing is for i.e. is it for pedestrians or vehicles and what it is designed to manage, there is no standard detail or section through this safety barrier.

· Driveway long section shown on the engineering drawings does not indicate the constructed driveway levels, it is showing the long section for the existing ground levels only. There appears to be several different design surfaces shown on the long section without explanation between chainages 460 and 526.

· Details on sections of driveway that are proposed across existing or proposed retaining walls, such as the existing front approved platform.
· Vehicle swept path has been provided for a “T1DUB” (B Double) for the front part of the site adjacent to the existing front approved works, however the swept path for the heavy rigid vehicle (HRV) has been provided for the rear of the site. As such, it is not known if the design can cater for a T1DUB”/ B double so that it can enter and exit the site in a forward direction. 
 
· The location of proposed access road has not been designed relative to the existing approved or proposed retaining wall and fill on the frontage of the site. 

· One of the cross sections through the dam includes a 3m wide trafficable track around the top of the dam however, not all sections across the dam include this vehicle access track. It is not clear how vehicles could actually reach this access track around the top of the dam embankment wall. 

· If the currently approved vehicle access crossing (VAC) is to be used for this development, the applicant needs to demonstrate its suitability for use for the proposed development.

· No information has been submitted regarding the storage of construction vehicles on the site.

· [bookmark: _Hlk214367671]No information has been submitted regarding carparking for staff and visitors for the proposed development, or the interaction with the existing development. 

· No information has been submitted regarding the interrelationship between the current approval for the site (front) and the new development (rear) with regard to vehicle movements.

· No details on how the VAC and internal road design satisfies NSW RFS Planning for Bushfire Protection 2019 requirements.

The design does not allow vehicle access along the southern boundary of the site which will preclude access to the rear which is required particularly for maintenance purposes.

Driveway and road long section information and swept path analysis submitted does not support the traffic, transport and pedestrian movements into and through the site. 

· Earthworks and Acid Sulfate Soils
Council previously requested details on the staging of the works or construction methodology with the sources of fill unknown. No details were provided for the approximate 500,000 m3 of fill to be imported to the site. The following issues remain outstanding related to the sourcing of the fill and construction methodology of the fill pad:

· Source of fill.
· Duration of filling activity.
· How geotechnical characteristics will be sustained during construction when multiple sources of fill will be used. 
· Geotechnical characteristics and compaction of final landform.
· Construction methodology of embankment of fill platform without any benching or retaining walls proposed.
· Dust management during construction.
· Management of stormwater runoff during construction.
· Embankment slopes to be in accordance with requirements included in Councils Civil Engineering Specifications 2020 of 1 vertical to 4 horizontal and supported by geotechnical assessment, the current embankments do not comply.
· Concept design of rock revetment wall.
· Design of toe or footing of rock revetment wall.
· Staging of construction of rock revetment wall for duration of filling works
· Interaction between the construction of this proposed development and the construction of the current approval of the greenhouse at the front of the site.
· Details of the how the conflicts between the proposed expansion of the dam on the site with the location of the fill pad of the front approved development will be managed.

No details have been provided on how the filling will be undertaken across such a large footprint, how the embankment slopes will be managed during construction, and how the rock armour will be designed and installed across this filling process. There is no justification for such an embankment of this height or fill pad of this size.

The proposed landform is not supported on engineering grounds.  

· Stormwater Drainage
The additional stormwater information relies on the information that was submitted as part of the development application, no new documents were submitted. Water usage for the proposal has been based on an assumed use for the greenhouse and an assumed irrigation demand. 

The water use for the site influences runoff water quantity and water quality, as well as onsite water storage requirements. Runoff water quantity and water quality influences the size and type of water management infrastructure required for the site. The interaction between the existing water basin on the site that deals with runoff from the front approved development and the new proposal has not been confirmed. 

The proposal includes modification of the existing dam which impact on existing infrastructure on the site, including but not limited to the existing small dam, retaining wall and pipelines. This design has not been updated and these conflicts remain.

The applicant has not confirmed if the development will reuse water onsite from water that is captured on site. It is not clear if the development will necessitate the requirements for an approval for a “harvestable rights dam”. The current (November 2025) capacity for harvestable rights is 10% of the average annual regional rainfall runoff from a landholding. 

The proposed “rock lines revetment” embankment along the southern boundary of the fill pad will direct runoff as sheet flow into the neighbouring property at no. 1455 Peats Ridge Road. The impact of these flows on the neighbouring property have not been dealt with in the civil engineering design. These impacts to the neighbouring property are not acceptable. 

The NSW RFS requirements include a requirement for a 20,000 litre static water supply tank to be provided on site and a hardened ground surface for truck access is supplied within 4 metres. None is shown on the plans. 

There is no confirmed operator/use for the greenhouse, and the water use and water runoff characteristics cannot be determined and shown to be sustainable. The current stormwater drainage and flood management design cannot be supported.

· Waste Disposal

Waste management details are inadequate. There has been no discussion on the generation, handling or management of contaminated and/or hazardous waste. The waste management plan states that the development will utilise the regular council waste collection service, however council does not service commercial and industrial properties. 

· Water and Sewer

The applicant has indicated there is an approved wastewater management system with an onsite sewer waste management. No discussion has been included in the DA documents on the suitability of this system to cater for the proposed development or the integration of this development into the current approval for water and wastewater management.

No details of the groundwater extraction approval have been provided and whether the groundwater may be lawfully used for the development or whether the groundwater is sufficient capacity and quality to service the requirements of the development. 

Council has no understanding of the proposed or required water use for this development for both potable and recycled water or similar or potential wastewater generation as a result of this development. 

There are no details on the interaction or relationship with the wastewater management for the front approval and that proposed for rear of the site. 

· Other issues

The proposal includes a relatively large area of intensive agriculture but does not include details on the management and storage of hazardous materials. Given the proposed use it is anticipated that hazardous materials and storage requirements will be needed.




· Conclusion

The proposed development includes a significant amount of fill that is likely to result in significant impacts during construction and while is intended for the stated purpose of horticultural production the extent of works and use do relate to the use of good quality agricultural land for the purposes of primary production. The development will in essence sterilise the site for any form of extensive or intensive agriculture which is contrary to the objectives of the zone. 

The development application including subsequent submissions do not demonstrate the development is sustainable and does not adequately identify the potential impacts of the development or how those impacts will be appropriately mitigated and Council’s recommendation for refusal remains unchanged. 
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